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argument exhibits any moral blindness. But here any candid Romanist, who would strongly assert the truth, per set of Mr. Bennett's views, while he lies, under no necessity, to make out that they coincide with the Prayer-book, must agree that the attempt is most deplorable.
The direct question is indeed dealt with iu seven pages and-a-half in a pamphlet of one hundred and fort}T-nine pages, so that it would not be difficult in point of space to dispose of the whole of it; I shall, however, confine myself to one illustration, viz., where Mr. Bennett tries to make out that the Catechism supports his view. " That wliich is on the Paten, says Mr. Bennett, if it be ''not inward or contain anything inward, then it is not the Body "of Christ: then the receiver, whosoever he be, RECEIVES NOTHING "but bread and wine, for he cannot receive what is not there ; "but the Catechism says he does receive the Body of Christ, &c" (page 12, the capitals are mine, the italics are in the original,)
I beg to assure my readers that this extraordinary non-sequitur is really correctly quoted. But, obviously, on the facts, another conclusion is equally possible, even if it be not the true one.
Either, the bread is changed, so that the receiver, taking the bread, takes also THAT into which it is changed, or, the bread not being changed, the receiver taking only bread in his body, nevertheless receives Christ's Body really and truly in his spirit: the union of the two things being a sacramental mystery. There is nothing inherently impossible in the latter; it is, one would think, obviously what the Church teaches when it says that the Body of Christ is received only in a heavenly and spiritual manner. However this may be, the inability to see the absolute absurdity of the argument, as an'argument, must be attributed to something different in kind from that mere mistake or prejudice which overlooks a flaw, or takes as a fact what is not proved sufficiently to be such.
It may only be proper to add that the great bulk of the " defence " being taken up with quotations from various authors it seems not to have occurred to Mr. Bennett that a variety of.opinion could no doubt be produced by quoting detached passages, or even whole passages, out of a list of authors entirely from the fourth to the seventeenth century. But a million such passages would not take away the plain meaning of the Prayer-book as it stands, not even though the writers were the very meu who had most to do with drawing up the Reformed Prayer-book. It would only prove, either that they had been in a minority, or that they had ultimately acquiesced in the view formally expressed in the book as it stands. Nor can it be argued that the doctrine of " this Church and Realm " is to "be gathered, not only from the Prayer-book, but from all the writings held in repute